AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R §1.111 
US APPLNNO. 10/673,510 
ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. Q77770 

AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

Please replace Figures 4, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28 with newly revised Figures 4, 24, 25, 

26, 27, and 28. 

Attachment: 6 Replacement Sheets 



9 



AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R §1.111 
US APPLNNO. 10/673,510 
ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. Q77770 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-23 are all the claims pending in the application. 

I. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 1-23 

Claims 1-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as 
invention. 

To address the Examiner's concern, Applicant has amended claims 1 and 20 with respect 
to the terms "thick" and "thin" parts, and the § 112 rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claim 6 

Regarding claim 6, the Examiner indicated that the "bond thick part" is unclear in the 
context of the claim. 

Applicant has amended claim 6 to address the Examiner's concern, and accordingly, the 
§112 rejection should be withdrawn. 

II. Claim Objections 

Claim 3 stands objected to because the word "lease" is used in place of "least". Applicant 
herein corrects the informality. 

III. Drawings 

The drawings are objected to by the Examiner as failing to comply with 37 C.F.R. § 
1.84(p)(5) because they do not include the following reference signs mentioned in the 
description: island part 905d is missing from Figure 27 (as per page 5); nozzle opening 8 is 



10 



AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R §1.111 
US APPLNNO. 10/673,510 
ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. Q77770 

missing from Figure 13 (as per page 5); and ink supply passage 222 is missing from Figure 4 (as 
per page 31). 

Figures 4 and 27 have been amended designate the identified elements. Regarding Fig. 
13, the Specification has been amended to remove numerical reference to nozzle opening 8. 

Additionally, the Examiner objected to the drawings for not designating Figures 24-28 by 
a legend such as -Prior Art-. New Figs. 24-28 have been amended to provide the -Prior Art- 
legend. 

For the foregoing reasons, all drawing objections should be withdrawn from this 
application. 

IV. Prior Art Rejections 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-4, 8-10, and 17-21 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as allegedly 
being anticipated by Kitahara (JP 2001-277524 A). Applicant traverses the 35 U.S.C. § 102 
rejection. The following remarks are for claim 1 , but analogously apply to claim 20. 

Claim 1, as amended, requires: 

wherein the sealing section seals an area of the liquid 
supply passage partition wall parts and the liquid supply 
passage of the flow passage formation, and the sealing 
section has a thick part and a thin part that is thinner than 
the thick part. 

With respect to Fig. 1 of Kitahara, the Examiner has indicated that element 5 and element 
6 of Kitahara respectively read on the "thick part" and "thin part" of claim 1 . 

The liquid supply passages separated by partition walls 7 are the ink supply port 9 in Fig. 
2 of Kitahara. As shown in a cross-section view of Fig. 3 of Kitahara, an area of the plate 
member 2 that seals the ink supply port 9 is sealed by only the second layer 5. The second layer 
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5 of Kitahara allegedly corresponds to the "thick part". Therefore, the area of the plate member 
2 has no "thin part", as shown in Fig. 3. Element 6, the alleged "thin part", is not shown in Fig. 
3. In other words, Kitahara fails to teach or suggest "the sealing section has a thick part and a 
thin part that is thinner than the thick part" recited in claims 1 and 20. 

For at least the reasons above, Kitahara fails to anticipate the subject matter of 
independent claims 1 and 20. Accordingly, independent claims 1 and 20, along with their 
dependent claims 2-4, 7-19, and 21-23, are allowable, and the § 102 rejection should be 
withdrawn. Incidentally, although the Examiner has omitted the status of dependent claim 5, 
Applicant submits that the subject matter of claim 5 is patentable too. 

Claim 6 

Also, the Examiner has rejected claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Kitahara (JP 2001-277524 A) in view of Kitahara (US 6,322,203 Bl). 

Kitahara (JP 2001-277524 A) is deficient vis-a-vis claim 1. Kitahara '203 does not 
compensate for the deficiencies of Kitahara (JP 2001-277524 A). Even taken for the the 
references would have meant as a whole, the combined teachings of Kitahara '203 and Kitahara 
(JP 2001-277524 A) would teach or suggest the features of base claim 1. Therefore, claim 6 is 
patentable by virtue of its dependency, and the § 1 03 rejection of claim 6 should be withdrawn. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 

Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 

overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted, 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 




WASHINGTON OFFICE 



23373 



CUSTOMER NUMBER 



Date: December 1 9, 2005 
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